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REMARKS 

Applicants thank the Examiner and the Examiner's supervisor for the courtesy 
extended to Applicants' attorney during the interview held June 13, 2006, in the above- 
identified application. During the interview, Applicants' attorney explained the presently- 
claimed invention and why it is patentable over the applied prior art. The discussion is 
summarized and expanded upon below. 

The rejections of Claims 14-17, 19-22 and 26 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated 
by, and of Claims 20 and 23 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over, U.S. 4,278,432 
(Monsheimer et al V and of Claims 18, 20, 24 and 25 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Monsheimer et al , further in view of U.S. 4,484,924 ( Pfleiderer et al ), are 
respectfully traversed. 

Monsheimer et al discloses a soaking method for skins or hides carried out in an acid 
pH and in the presence of various SH group-containing compounds (1) and/or particular 
thioamide compounds (2). Monsheimer et al discloses 1 ,4-dithioerythritol (column 2, line 
28), presumably as an applicable SH group-containing compound, although 1,4- 
dithioerythritol does not fit within Monsheimer et al 's formula (1) R-SH, since in that 
formula, R has only two or three carbon atoms if there is no -COOH group (column 2, lines 
4-15). Monsheimer et al discloses further that their soaking may preferably be carried out in 
combination with enzymes (column 2, lines 58-60). The acid pH is preferably 2-6.5, and 
particularly preferably pH 5-6.3 (column 2, lines 37-40). 

Monsheimer et al does not anticipate or otherwise render the presently-claimed 
invention unpatentable. First of all, the closest Monsheimer et al 's soaking process comes to 
the present process of removing horny substances would appear to be the disclosure of 
"loosening hair and opening of the hide structure" (column 3, lines 16-20). However, it is not 
clear that such soaking is the same as or overlaps removing homy substances. In addition, all 
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the process claims except Claim 29 require that the aqueous liquor have a pH of from 7 to 
12.3, and thus a non-acid pH. New Claim 29 is patentable because, although there is no pH 
requirement, the relative amounts of components are outside the respective amounts disclosed 
in Monsheimer et al which is 0.02-0.5 wt.% for their SH group-containing compound 
(column 2, lines 32-37), and 0.3-1.5% by weight of the enzyme (column 3, lines 5-6). Thus, 
it is impossible for the enzyme content to be at least ten times smaller than the SH group- 
containing compound content. While the Examiner finds that the presently-recited range 
would have been the result of routine optimization, there can be nothing routine about 
adjusting amounts outside the particular ranges disclosed by the prior art, as Applicants' 
attorney pointed out during the above-referenced interview. In addition, as Applicants' 
attorney also pointed out during the interview, operating at a neutral or alkaline pH but 
limiting the lime content would have been considered counterintuitive by persons of ordinary 
skill in the art. 

Pfleiderer et al discloses a process for producing unhaired, storable hides and skins, 
which process includes a short-term unhairing step, which is disclosed as permitting complete 
hair removal without appreciable dissolution of the keratin (column 3, lines 20-23). 
Plfeiderer et al discloses further that alkalinization can be carried out conventionally, for 
example by means of alkali and in the presence of hydrated lime (column 3, lines 15-17), and 
exemplifies hydrated lime present in an amount of 2% by weight in Example 1 (column 6, 
line 31). 

The Examiner relies on Plfeiderer et al for their disclosure of enzyme activity of from 
8,000-10,000 Loehlein-Volhard units per gram of enzyme. But even if Plfeiderer et al were 
combined with Monsheimer et al , the result would still not be the presently-claimed 
invention, since such a combination would not, inter alia, meet the presently-recited 
maximum lime limitation. 



9 



Application No. 1 0/53 1 , 1 67 

Reply to Final Office Action dated May 30, 2006 

For all the above reasons, it is respectfully requested that the above rejections be 

withdrawn. 

All of the presently-pending and active claims in this application are now believed to 
be in immediate condition for allowance. Accordingly, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to pass this application to issue. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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